It is tempting to conclude that Ian Kennedy's Reith Lectures provoked a hostile reaction from the medical establishment not so much because of their contents but because their author was a lawyer. After who puts his preoccupying political views before the basic necessities of a job, income and a place of shelter teeters precariously on the borderline. The one criterion which distinguishes between the deviant and the criminal on the one hand and the mentally ill on the other, namely the presence of a disturbance of psychological part-function cannot be entertained because Kennedy has already dismissed the possibility of ever arriving at such a notion, an act of folly which actually opens the door to greater political abuse of psychiatry rather than slamming it ever more tightly shut. 'If non-conformity can be detected only in total behaviour', argued Aubrey Lewis in what is still, some 25 years after it was written, one of the seminal essays on the subject, 'while all the particular psychological functions seem unimpaired, health will be presumed not illness (i). Kennedy is of course right, though hardly the first, to draw attention to the fact that at the present time our knowledge concerning mental dysfunction is nugatory. But that hardly entitles him to conclude that it is non-existent.
There is little mention in the lectures of the notion of impaired autonomy which lies at the heart of the concept of disease. I indeed dangerous, nor because of his 'behaviour', (shooting at people, however unacceptable it might be, was not even then a pathognomonic sign of mental illness), but because the nature of his psychological functioning raised profound doubts concerning his personal autonomy and his legal as well as moral responsibility.
It would be unrealistic to expect Kennedy to have gone into such issues in any depth in his series but not unreasonable to have expected him at least to have acknowledged them. It is this lack which makes his references to and considerations of mental illness somewhat disappointing. More disappointing, however, is his failure to take the debate about mental illness much beyond where it has been for the past twenty years. However, I recognise that this latter reproach is somewhat unfair. In uttering it, I have fallen victim to the very sin against which I preached at the outset, namely taking Kennedy to task for failing to do something which quite reasonably he never claimed to be doing anyway. 
